
























































BACKGROUND RESEARCH 
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eighteenth century, however, tobacco had 
become a significant business, with a 

mamtlactory in Salem which produced 
primarily snuff. The number of tobacco 
manufactories increased in the early 
nineteenth century (Fries et al. 1 Q7b:%). 

Although the Moravians had no 
ethical problems with owning slaves, they 
were committed to self-sufficiency, so 

owning slaves was exceedingly uncommon 

in the eighteenth century. By the 
nineteenth century the attitude began to 
change and this caused considerable 
upheaval among the Brethren. After 
decades of spiritual and economic debate, 
the Moravians abolished all restrictions on 
slavery in 1847 - about the time that 
many were first beginning in abolitionist 
efforts (Fries et al. 1976:106). 

igure 7. Mouzon' s l 775An .Accurate Map of Nort/l and Soutfz Carolina, 
showing the area of what "3 today Forsyth County 

Forsyth County was created in 
1849, being divided from adjacent Stokes. 
Acreage just north of Salem was purchased 
and the towo of Winston was laid out as 
the county seat (State Board of Agriculture 
1896:337). In 1850 there were 9,661 
whites and 1,353 black slaves (as well as 
154 free persons of color). Although a 
small county, it ranked 14th in wheat 
production, ninth in rye and oats, seventh 

in flax, and first in peas and beans (DeBow 
battle of Guilford Court House was an English victory, 
it also signaled the beginning of the end for the British 
in the Southern District. In spite of the war (or perhaps 
because of it), the Moravians were gradually becoming 
Americanized according to Fries and her co-authors 

(Fries et al. 1976:44). 

In 1772 there was much movement from 
Bethabara to the new city of Salem. Tb new village 
became a significant mercantile center, attracting a 

broad range of craftsmen and artisans. Although the 
agricultural pursuits of the Moravian Brothers focused 
on foodstuffs, tobacco was an early, if insignificant, 

crop. It wasn't until 1773 that it began to be processed 
by the Moravians. By the last two decades of the 

1854: 284-288). 

Throughout the nineteenth century the region 
focused on subsistence crops, with relatively little 

tobacco being growo until the final two decades before 
the Civil War. Manufacturing was equally important, 
with Forsyth producing a broad range of good, 
including shoes, carriages, cotton goods 1 paper, wagons, 

and woolen goods (Fries et al. l 97b:110-lll). In spite 
of this progress, slavery remained less conunon in 
Forsyth than elsewhere to the northeast or even the 
southwest, with blacks accounting for less than 20% of 
the population. 

Unlike the efforts lo remain neutral of the 
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Revolutionary War, it 
appears that most of 
Forsyth' s residents 
supported the Southern 

Confederacy (Fries el al. 
1976:132) and the 
region supplied three 
companies of men 

almost immediately. 

Like other areas 
throughout the South, 
Forsyth County suffered 
from the hardships 
brought on by the Civil 
War. Although no 
major action occurred in 
the immediate .i.rea 

during the Civil War, 
Salem was briefly 
occupied by Union 

troops in April 1865 
and then again at the 
war's end by the Tenth 

igure 8. U.S. Coastal Survey map of 1865 showing the Forsyth County area. 

Regiment of Ohio Volunteers (Fries et al. 1 q76:142). 

Although Forsyth never relied as heavily on 
slavery as many other regions, after the Civil War there 

was agricultural stagnation, with the farms growing 
smaller and being subdivided. Subsistence crops were 
increasingly unpopular as more farmers turned to 
tobacco and other non-food crops (Fries et al. 
1976:178). Perhaps more damaging to agriculture 
than the loss of skves was the increasing competition 
from industry, which pulled labor away. Much of this 
activity surrounded tobacco and, in fact, before the end 
of the nineteenth century Forsyth would boast 22 
factories employing 4,000 laborers ~ all working lo 
produce ten mil1on pounds of chewing tobacco (Fries 
et al. 1976:180). While not the first in the market, in 
175 R.J. Reynolds, a Confederate war-veteran, erected 
his first Winston factory. By 1888 the company was 
incorporated as the R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company, 
competing with 30 other finns (Fries el al. 1976:183-
186). 

Just as short-staple cotton production was 
revolutionized by Whitney's cotton gin, !he tobacco 
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industry embarked on a chapter in its history with the 
introduction ofWil1am Cyrus Brigg's cigarette-making 
machine. Producing 60 cigarettes per minute a packer 

was also quickly added - stimulating, if not actually 
pennitting, the growth of Winston-Salem's cigarette 
industry (Fries et al. 1976:187). At the end of the 
nineteenth century the county's four tobacco 
warehouses sold more than 15 don pounds annually. 
There were 25 leaf-houses, three cigar factories, and 
four cigarette factories (State Board of Agriculture 
1896:338). As tobacco increased in importance, so too 
did the black population, coming into the region to 
work as unskilled labor in the factories. By 1890 the 
population of the county had grown to about 30,000, 
with 4,000 being African Americans. 

ln 1913 Winston was consolidated with 
Salem, becoming Winston-Salem and the town 
remained the largest in North Carolina until the 1930 
census. Although tobacco continued to be the lifeblood 
of the conrmunity, there were both other industries and 
agriculture. In fact, Forsyth County by mid-century 
boasted an average corn yield of 50 bushels per acre, 
while the rest of the state could report an average of 
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only 20 busbels per acre (Fries et al. 1976:244). 
Foraytb, by 1925, was not only the world's largest 
manufacturer of tobacco products, it was the county's 

largest manufacturer of knot goods, the South's largest 
manufacturer of woolen goods, and the region's largest 

manufacturer of wagons (Fries et al. 1976: 145). 
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METHODS 

The initially proposed field techniques involved 
the placemen\ of shovel tests at 100-foot intervals 
along transects also placed at 100-foot intervals with 
shovel tests expected to be 1.0-foot in diameter and 
1.0-1.5-feet below the surface, or to subsoJ. In areas 
considered to have a low probability for the recovery of 
archaeological sites, shovel tests were excavated at 200-

foot intervals. In areas of obvious disturbance, (such 

as the area being borrowed), standing water, wetlands, 

and slope of greater than 15%, no tests would be 
excavated (F4(ure 9). All soJ would be screened through 
Y4 inch 1nesh, with each test numbered sequentially. 

All cultural remains would be collected, except for shell, 
mortar, and brick, which would be quantitatively noted 
in the field and 
discarded. Noles would 
be maintained for 

profiles at any sites 

encountered. 

During the 

placed at either 25 or 50-foot intervals in a simple 
cruciform pattern until two consecutive negative shovel 

tests were encountered. The information required for 

completion of North Carolina Office of State 
Archaeology site formB would be collected and 
photographs would be taken, if warranted in the 
opinion of the field investig<1to:ra. 

Site Evaluation 

Sites will be evaluated for further work based 
on the eligibJity criteria for the National Register of 
Historic Places. Chicora Foundation only provides an 

opinion of National Register eligibility and the final 

survey it was noted that 

porlions of the project 

areas had moderate to 
exce1lerit surface 

visibility, pennitting a 
pedestrian survey lo be 
performed. When sites 
were identified either by 
shovel testing or 
pedestrian survey 1 

further shovel tests 
would be excavated to 
obtain data on site 
boundaries, artifact 
quantity and diversity, 

site integrity, and 
temporal affiliation. 
These !ellls would be View of borrowed area in survey tract to the southeast. 
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igure 10. View of borrowed pit area to the southwest. 

determination is made by the Office of State 
Archaeology. 

The criteria for eligibility to the National 
Register of Historic Places is described by 36CFR60.4, 
which states: 

2b 

the quality of significance in 
American history, architecture, 
archaeology, engineering, and 

culture is present in districts, sites, 

buildings, structures, and objects 
that possess integrity of location, 
design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and 

association, and 

a. that are associated with events 

that have made a significant 

conbi.bution to the broad patterns 

of our history; or 

b. that are associated with the lives 
of persons significant in our past; 
or 

c. that embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or 

method of construction or that 
represent the work of a master, or 

that possess high artistic values, or 

that represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual 
distinction; or 

d. that have yielded, or may be 
likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history. 

National &gister Bulletin 36 (Townsend et al. 
1993) provides an evaluative process that contains five 
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steps for forming a clearly defined explicit rationale for 
either the site's eligibility or lack of eligibJity. Briefly, 
these steps are: 

• identification of the site's data sets 

or categories of archaeological 
information such as ceramics, lithics, 

subsistence remains, architectural 
remains 1 or sub-surface features; 

• identification of the histodc 
context applicable to the site, 
providing a framework for the 
evaluative process; 

• identification of the important 
research questioru the site might he 
able to address, given the data sets 
and the conteA'i; 

• evaluation of the site's 

archaeological integrity to ensure 
that the data sets were sufficiently 
well preserved to address the research 

questions; and 

• identification of imporlant 
research questioru among all of 

those which might be asked and 
answered at the site. 

This approach, of com>e, has been developed 
for use documenting eligibility of sites being actually 
nominated to the National Register of Historic Places 
where the ~valuative process must stand alone, with 
relatively little reference to other documentation and 

where typically only one site is being considered. 

Laboratory Analysis 

The cleaning and analysia of artifacts was 
conducted in Columbia at the Chicora Foundation 
laboratories. These matedals have been catalogued and 
accessioned for curation at the North Carolina Office 
of State Archaeology, the closest regional repository. 
The site forms for the identified archaeological sites 
have been fJed with the North Carolina Office of State 

Archaeology. Field notes and photographic materials 
have been prepared for curation using archival 
standards and will be transferred, along with artifacts 
recovered from all sites, to the North Carolina Office 
of State Archaeology as soon as the project is complete. 

Analysis of the collections followed professionally 
accepted standards with a level of intensity suitable to 
the quantity and quality of the remains. 
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RESULTS 

Introduction 

The intensive shovel testing and pedestrian 

sun•ey identified twenty sites in the 260 acre tract for 
the proposed Hanes MJI Landfill expansion (Figure 
11). Of these twenty sites 1 none are considered 

potentially eligible for inclusion on the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

identified Sit~~ 

Site 31FY1065 is a scatter of lithics situated 
on a ridgetop with an elevation of 930 feet AMSL that 
slopes steeply to the north towards a finger of Grassy 
Creek in the northern portion of the survey tract. The 
site was localed during a pedestrian survey of a cleared 
area and erosional gully underneath two powedine 

towers, approximately 900 feet south of the Grassy 
Creek finger to the north, and 1200 feet west of Grassy 
Creek. The nearest road, Ziglar Road, is llOO feet 
north of the site. The site's central UTM coordinates 
are N4005100 E563120. 

After making a general collection of the site 
and determining_ the surface scatter boundaries, 22 
shovel tests were excavated in an undisturbed forested 

area west and southwest of the surface scatter (Figure 

12). None of these shovel tests produced artifacts, 
indicating that the site has been exposed through 
maintenance of the powerlines and eroeion of the 

ridgelop . .Artifacts recovered from the general surface 
collection, which spanned an area measuring 70 feet by 
120 feet, include two potentially used rhyolite flakes, 
two primary rhyollite flakes, a secondary rhyolite flake, 
three interior rhyollite flakes, two primary quartz flakes, 
two secondary quartz flakes, and four quartz shatter. 

Sile 31FY1065 is located on Hiwasse clay 
loam soi.ls. In general, these soils have an A horizon in 

the upper 0.8 foot below the surface of reddish-brown 
(5YR3/4) loam, overlying a dark red (2.5YR3/6) clay 

B2lt horizon with a depth of up to 32 inches. While 
shovel testing in the forested areas suggested that the A 
horizon was depleted by only a few inches in some 
cases, the hard-pan B horizon soils were evident on the 

surface of the site, suggesting erosion on the exposed. 
ridgetop. 

The data sets present al the site include 16 
non-diagnostic lithics. In order to be considered 
potentially eligible, a site must have the ability to 
addreso signilicant research que>tions. This ability 
generally requires that a site have diagnostic artifacts 
that can help understand the site's chronology, 
subsurface artifacts and features, and ethnobotanical 
and fauna! remainB. Site 31FY1065 does not contain 
any of the elements necessary to _address significant 
research questions. It is unlikely given the eroded 
nature of the site, the previous powerline construction, 

and the lack of subsurface artifacts that this site will 
produce further artifacts or features that wJl have the 
ability to address signilicant research questions. For 
these reasons, we recommend 31FY1065 as ineligible 
for the National RegistE"r. No further management 

worl~ is recommended. 

Site 31FY1066 is another lithic scatter on 
the same ridgetop as 31FY1065, but 500 feet lo the 
south. This site was also located during a pedestrian 
survey of the cleared area beneath power lines. The 
elevation of the ridgetop is 930 fe.t AMSL. The 
central UTM coordinates are N4004980 E5631'.l0. 
Tb.e near~st water source is a finger of Grassy Creek, 

approximately 1300 feet north of 31FY1066. Ziglar 
Road is located 1600 feel north of the site. 

A general surface collection was made of the 

area and we determined that the surface ~catter covered 

an area measuring 110 feet by 100 feet. Most of the 
surface scatter was located along the dirt road and in 
areas with no vegetation (Figure 12). Seven shovel 
tests were excavated in a small area of young pines 
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Figure 11. Sites identified on the Hanes Mill Landfill Expansion tract (ba.e map is USGS Rural Hall l Q51R94, 
1:24,000). 
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where some of the surface artifacts were located. 

Artifacts collected from the surface include two primary 
quartz flakes, three interior quartz flakes, a secoudary 

rhyolite flake and an interior rhyolite flake.. Shovel 
tests were not placed in the area containing scrub 
vegetation and young pines because the B horizon soils 

were visible al the surface and were hard pan. The 
shovel te;;ts produced no artifacts. 

Site 31FY106b is located on Hiwasee clay 
loam with two to six percent slopes. fu in the case of 

site 31FY1065, the B horizon soils, generally dark red 
(2.5YR3/6) clay up lo 32 inches, were visible on the 
much of the surface of the site. Shovel tests did reveal 
a few inches of A horizon soils, redJish-brown 
( 5YR3/4) loam, but were notthe expected seven inches. 
The depletion of the A horizon is most likely due lo 
construction and maintenance of the power lines and 

subsequent erosion of the exposed A horizon. 

As menHoned above, a site must have the 
ability to address significant research questions in order 

lo be considered potentially eligible for the National 
Register. In general, a site must .have diagnostic 
artifacts, a sufficient quantity of artifacts, intact 
leatures, and materials that can address subsistence, 

such as ethnobotanical and faunal remains. Site 
31FY1066 contains only non-Jiagnostic lithics, and 
no subsurface remains. The soils at the site are also 

very eroded, with little lo no A horizon soils present. 
This indicates that the site is superficial and will not 
produce the data sets or have the iotegrity lo adJress 
significant research questions. For these reawns, we 

recommend 31FYl066 as not eligible for the National 
Register. No further management work is 

recommended. 

Site 31FYI067 is a prehistoric lithic scatter 
loca~ed on a forested ridgetop in the western portion of 

the tract, near the boundary fence which separates the 
tract from a residential area. The ridge slopes steeply to 

the southeast and climbs again to another ridgetop only 

300 feet to the east. A deep erosional gully is situated 
al the lowest pint of the down slope. The area near the 
fence has very little vegetation, no trees, and at least 

75% ground visibility. The elevation of the ridgelop is 
920 feel AMSL. The site's central UTM coordioales 
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are N4404930 E562970. 

Site 31FY1067 was located during a 
pedestrian survey of the area near the fence. A quartz 

biface, two primary quartz flakes, five secondary quartz 
flakes and a quarlz shatter were collected from the 

surface. Sixteen shovel tests were placed in the area of 

the surfa~e collection and the surrounding wooded area 

(Figure 13). Only one shovel lest was positive, N200 
E2DD, which produced a rhyolite shatter. 

When compared to the general soil descri[Jlion 
for Hiwassee loam with two to six percent slopes, the 

shovel tests indicate that the A horizon has been 
depleted or completely eroded, especially in the area 
with no vegetation near the fence. Hiwasse loams 

generally have an A horizon of reddiah-brown ( 5YR3/ 4) 
loam with a depth of up to 7 inches, ovedying a dark 
red (2.5YR3/6) clay B2lt horizon with a depth of up to 
32 inches. The B horizon near the fence was exposed 
at the surface, with shovel tests containing five to one 

inches of A horizon. The construction of the fence 
most likely aided in the erosion of the soils on the 
ridgetop, which are extremely susceptible to erosion in 
the Piedmont. 

.AB has been discussed above, a site mu.st have 

varied and nwnerous diagnostic data sets to address 
research questions, and have good integrity to be 

considered potentially eligible for the National Register. 
Site 31FY1067 contains only one type of data, non­
diagnostic lithics, in a setting which indicates that the 
site has poor preservation. It is unlikely that this site 
will produce further artifacts and data sets necessary to 

address significant research questions. For these 

reasons, we recommend 31FY1067 as not eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. 

No further management work is recommended. 

Site 3 lFYl 068# is a scatter of historic 
artifacts located approximately 300 feel west of site 
31FY1067. This site sits on a forested ridge that 
slopes steeply to the east. Like site 31FY1067, this 
site .is located near the fence that separates the tract 

from a residential area. There is also little vegetation 

near the fence, with ground visibility greater than 75%. 
A pile of deadfall was located just south of the site at 
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the tree line. An erosional gully is located southwest of 
the site and west of the deadfall. Elevation on the ridge 
is 940 feet AMSL. The nearest sources of water are a 

finger of Grassy Creek, located 1300 feet north of the 
site, and Grassy Creek located 1500 feel east of the 
site. The central UTM coordinates are N4004930 
E563020. 

The site was located during a pedestrian survey 
of the area near the fence. After making a general 

surface collection of two milk glass lid. and three 
pocket watch parts, 13 shovel tests were excavated, 

beginning with an east-west line of tests concentrated 
in the area of the surface collection (Figure 13). Three 
of these tests were positive and one am.fact was 

recovered from each, including a window glass 
fragment, and two dear glass fragment.. 

Similar to the other sites in this area, 

31FY1068" is located on Hiwassee loam. The A 
horizon, discussed above, was absent in the area near 

the fence with no vegetation. Shovel tests conducted 
just north of the deadfall had only two to three inches 
of A horizon. Like many ridges in the Piedmont, the 
soils are very eroded. 

Data sets recovered from 31FY1068" include 
kitchen, architecture, and personal group arlifactsr 

representing imporlant and significant arlifact groups. 

However, only eight artifacts were recovered' from the 

site. While the subsurface artifacts recovered from 
shovel testing indicates that the site has some integrity, 

the soils in this area are very eroded, with an absence of 

the A horizon in some areas of the site. The small 

number of artifacts recovered. does not permit a 

discussion of significant research questions that the site 
may be able to addres;. Based on the eroded soil., it is 
unlikely that this site will produce artifacts in sufficient 
quantity to answer significant research questions. For 

these reasons, we recommend site 31FY1068"• as not 

eligible for inclusion on the National Register. No 
further management work IB recommended. 

Site 31FY1069 is a small lithic scalier 
situated on a ridge near the fence that separates the 

tract from the residential neighborhood. The area is 
forested with pines and oaks and a dirt road nms south 
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through the area. The nearest water source is a finger 

of Grassy Creek located 1000 fect to the south. The 
area south of the site gradually slopes down to this 
stream for about 800 fect when the slope increases 
dramatically. The central UTM coordinates are 
N4004880 E562860. 

This site was located while walking the dirt 
road to access this portion of the tract. Two secondary 

quartz fl.ahes were collected from the surface in an area 

that measuxed 60 fect by 25 feet. Shovel tests were 
placed in the area of the surface collection and on the 
east and west sides of the road (Figuxe 14). Two 
positive shovel tests on the west side of the road 

produced an interior diyolite flake (N200 E200) and 
a primary diyolite flake (N200 El75). 

The soil. in this area of the tract also belong 
lo the Hiwassee loam series. Although the A horizon 
was depleted in the road, the shovel tests revealed very 
little depletion of the A horizon. 

Site 31FY1069 conlainB only lithic data sets, 
with a total of four artifacts. The soils in the area away 
from the road indicate that there is likely to be good 
preservation. However, the spatsity of artifacts does 

not permit a discussion of signili.cant research 

questions, and it is unlikely that the site will produce 
more data sets. For these reasons, we recommend the 

site as not eligible for the National Register. No 
further management work is recommended. 

Site 31FY1070 is a small lithic soatler 
located in a horse pasture at the far western part of the 
tract. Two fences separate the tract from the residential 
area and the home pasture from the remainder of the 
tract. The horso pasture is covered in light grass, with 
ground visibility between 50 and 75%. The horse 
pasture sits on a ridge that slopes south towards a finger 

of Grassy Creek, approximately 500 feet to the south 
of the site. On the east side of the fence, the area is 

wooded with pines and mixed hardwoods. Closer to the 
creek, the vegetation includes hardwoods and a thick 
underbrush of wetland vegetation. The central UTM 
coordinates are N400870 E562620. 

The site was located during a pedestrian survey 
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of the pasture. 
Four quartz 
flakes were 
located in an 
area measuring 

1,225 ft2 
(Figure 15). 
No shovel tests 
were dug in the 
parnrre out of 
concern for the 

safety of the 
horaes, which 
were grazing in 
the pastUie at 
the line of the 
survey. 

This site is 
also located on 
Hiwassee loam 

soils. The B 
horizon, a 

dark red 
(2.5YR3/6) 
clay, was 
evident at the 
sw:face of the 
soil. 

The 
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Figure 14. Map of site 31FY1069. 

four non-diagnostic lithics recovered fron1 the site are 

too few in number to suggest significant research 
questions. Based on the eroded soils, and the small 
nuniher of subsurface remains at other sites in the 
tract, it si unlikely that this site will produce data sets 
with the potential to address significant research 
questions. For this reason, we recommend the site as 
not eligible for inclusion on the National Register of 
Historic Places. No furt:her management work is 
recommended. 

Site 31FY1071 is a lithic scatter located non 
an east slope face of a ridge near the fenced tract 
boundary in between sites 31FY1070 and 31FY1069. 
The central UTM coordinates are N4004900 
E562700. The nearest water source, a finger of Grassy 
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Creek, is located 800 feet south of the site. The area 
near the fence has no vegetation, resulting in ground 

visibility of greater than 75%. Vegetation in the 
nearby forested area consists of pines and mixed 
hardwoods. 

The site was fo1md during a pedestrian survey 
of the area near the fence. A quartz biface fragment, 
two quartz secondary flakes, and two quartz interior 
flakes were collected fron1 an area measuring 80 feet by 
40 feet. Eleven shovel tests placed in two rows through 
the surface scatter and into the wooded area produced 
no artifacts (Figure 16). 

This site is also located on Hiwassee loam. & 
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the lack of diagnostic material does not 
permit a diB<..'Ussion of significant research 

questions. The eroded soil. and surface 
nature of the site suggest that the site will 
not produce data sets with the potential to 
address significant research questions. 
Site 31FY1071 is recommended as not 
eligible for inclusion on ·the National 
Register of Historic Places and no further 
management work is recC1mmended. 

Site 31FY107'.l iJ3 a small lithic 
ocatter located along a dirt road on the east 
slope face of a ridge 300 feet southwest of 
a finger of Grassy Creeh. The dirt road is 
maintained as a access road for the 
powerlines located just west of the site. 
The vegetation on the east side of the road 
consists of low secondary ~crub growth, and 
on the west side of the road, thick briar 
patches.· The elevation on the slope face iJ3 

860 feet AMSL. The central UTM 
coordinates are N4004220 E563040. 

iguxe 15. Map of site 31FY1070. 

A. was the 
case with other 

sites on this 
tract, the A 
horizon soils 

w e r e 

completely 
eroded, leaving 
mtly the B 
horizon soils 
at the surface. 

The only 
data sets 
produced by 
31FY1071 
include five 
non-diagnostic 

\ithics. Thi. 
small number 
of artifacts and 
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RESULTS 

The site was concentrated on the east side of 
the road in an area measuring 15 by 55 feet. A general 
surface collection produced a primaiy quartz flake and 
three interior quartz flakes. A series of seven shovel 

tests were excavated at 25 foot intervals on the east side 
of the road in an area of moderate slope (Figure 17). 
lhe slope increases Jramatically at the point where the 

northernmost shovel test was ex~avated. 

Pacolet clay loam with 15 to 45% slopes, on 
which the site is located, is a well-drained soil. The A 
horizon consists of six inches of dark yellowish-brown 
(10YR4/4) fine sandy loam over a Bl horizon of 
yellowish-red (5YR5/6)sandy clay loam. At site 
31FY1072, the A horizon in the road is obviously 
completely eroded, while the shovel tests showed at least 
three inches of A horizon. 

The data sets at 31FY1072 include only four 
non-diagnostic lithics. These artifacts are too few in 

number and chronological information to suggest 
significant research questions. In addition, the lack of 
subsurface artifacts suggests that this site will not 
produce sufficient artifacts, features, or other 

archaeological materials with the potential to address 
significant research questions. For these reasons, we 
recommend 31FY1072 as not eligible for inclusion on 
the National Register of Historic Places. No further 
management woi:k is recommended. 

Site 31FY1073" is situated on the west 
slope face of a ridge with an elevation of 870 feet 
AMSL. The site was first located on a dirt road as a 
scatter of historic artifacts. The dirt road runs roughly 
east-west from the power line maintenan:ce road to the 
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fenced boundary for tbe tract, wbcb is located 500 feet 
west of the site. In the area of the site, the vegetation 

consists of mixed pines and hardwoods with a scrub 
understory on the north side, and on the south side, 
vegetation coruists of a large cedar tree, vinca (or 

periwinlJe) around the cedar tree, mixed pines and 

hardwoods, and low scrub brush. The nearest water 
source ;,, a finger of Grassy Creek, located 300 feet to 
tbe north. The central UTM coordinates are 
N4004460 E5b2900. 

A general surface collection was made of the 
.historic scatter and it was found to cover an area along 

tbe road measuring 350 feet by 20 feet. A total of 21 
artifacts were collected from tbe road's surface and 
include brown glass, ametbysl glass, two aqua glass 
fragments, clear glass, milk glass, ten whiteware 
fragments, two pearlware fragments, two gray salt glaze 
stoneware fragmentsr and a brown salt glaze stoneware 

fragment. Shovel tests were first placed at 50-foot 
intervals on the north and south side of tbe road to 
determine the possible subsurface location of the site. 
Tbs testing revealed no subsurface artifacts on the 
north side of the road, while four positive shovel tests 
were excavated on the south side of the road in the 

vicinity of the cedar tree (Figure 18). Shovel test 
Nl75 El50 contained tbe highest number of 
artifacts, including three clear glass fragments, a 
whiteware fragment and two nails. N200 8150 
produced two clear glass fragments. N200 8200 
contained two porcelain fragments, and N200 E225 

produced three wbteware fragment and a red 
earthenware fragment with a brown lead glaze. Based 
on the production and mean ceramic dates of the 

wbteware and pearlware, it is likely tbat the site was 
occupied in the late nineteenth century and perhaps 
early twentieth century. No architectural remnants 

were located during the survey. 

Site 31FY1073";,, located on Hiwassee clay 
loam with six to ten percent slopes. In general, the A 

horizon consists of seven inches of reddish-brown 

(5YR3/4) loam. The B horizon, a dark red (2.5YR3/6) 
clay, occurs down to 32 inches below the surface. 

Shovel tests revealed an A horizon that ranged from 
two to ten inch61l below the surface in tbe area of the 
site, suggesting that there has been erosion and 

accumulation of A horizon soils in this a:rea. 
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A total of 35 artifacts were recovered from the 
site 1 representing the kitchen and architecture artifact 

groups. The ceramic data sets indicate that the site was 
occupied in the late nineteenth and early lwentietb 
century. While there are a number of pertinent 

research questions that late nineteenth and early 

twentieth century sites can aJdress, such research 

questions would require a much broader range of data 
tben we have found at 31FY1073". For example, to 
explore site function, it iB necessary for the iiite to yield 
more artifacts, features, and material suitable for 

dating. It is also necessary for the site to exhibit, at the 
very least1 some degree of intra-site patterning, perhaps 
concentrations of nails or other construction hardware 

reflected in surface collections or shovel testing density. 
While some of these data sets are present, they are too 
few in number to exhlbit intra-site patterning. It seems 

very unlikely that the site has the ability lo provide 
additional data sets necessary to address these 
questions. Altho~h the site h.,, both surface and 
subsurface remains, the lack of any architectural 
remnants or brick s~gests that there iii very little 
potential for recovering in situ remains. For these 
reasons, site 31FY1073"'+ is recommended as not 

eligible for the National Register. No further 
management work is recommended. 

Site 31FY1074 ;,, a small l.ithic surface 
scatter located on a ridgelop next lo the boundary fence 
in the southern portion of the tract. The ridgetop has 
an elevation of 850 feet AMSL and slopes steeply to 
the soutbeast approximately 100 feet east of the fence .. 
The nearest source of waler is a large pond located 300 
feet lo the east. The wooded area al the site consists of 
hardwoods and low scrubby secondary growth, while the 
area near the feuce has no vegetatioll and at least 75% 

ground visibility. The central UTM coordinates are 
N4004020 E563200. 

The site was located during a pedestrian survey 

of the cleared area near the fence. A general surface 
collection of seven artifacts determined that the surface 
scatter covered an area measuring 150 feet by 15 feet. 

A rhyolite Gypsy stemmed point, three secondary 
quarlz flakes, and three interior quartz flakes were 

collected. The Gypsy stemmed point measures 32 
m.m. in length and 18 mm in width, and based on 
Oliver's (1981:171) research, falls in the accepted 
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range for Gypsy ste=ed points. Thirteen shovel tests 
were excavated in the wooded area adjacent to the 

surface scatter to determine the e>..'ient of the site 

(Figure 19). These shovel tests produced no artifacts. 

The site is located on Pacolet day loam with 
15 to 45% slopes, on which the site is located, is a well­
drained soJ. The A horizon cornisls of six inches of 
dark yellowish-brown (10YR4/4) fine sandy loam over 
a Bl horizon of yellowish-red (5YR5/6)sandy day 
loam. Shovel tests at the site indicate that the soils 
have eroded slightly by about two inches. However, the 
B horizon was visible on the surface of the road. Thlli 
erosion of the A horizon is probably due to the 
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The data sets 
present at 31FY1074 
include six non­

diagnostic lithics and a 
Late Archaic point, all 
recovered from an 

eroded surface. There 
are a number of 

significant research 

questions that can be 
asked of a Late Archaic 
site which address 
information about group 

size or duration of 
occupation, prehistoric 
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land use, and -

subsistence practices. 
Questions formulated 
from these topics would 
require a site to have 

subsurface remains, 
large a;semblages, in 

situ features for dating 
the site, and varied data 
sets possibly including 
ethnobotanical or fauna.I 
materials. Site 

31FY1074 does not 
these possess 

requirements. The lack 

of subsurface remains indicates that the site will not 

produce further data sets with the potential lo address 
research questions. For these reasons, 31FY1074 is 

recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the 

National Register and no further management work is 

recommended. 
Site31FY1075 ti; a smalllithic scatter located 

in an erosional gully on a ridge that slopes southeast to 
a finger of Grassy Creek, approxrr;,ately 200 feet lo the 
southeast. The elevation along the ridge is 870 feet 
AMSL. There is no vegetation in the erosional gully 

where the scatter was located, resulting in at least 75°/o 

visibility, if not greater. On the both the northeast and 
northwest sides of the gully, the vegetation ti; primarJy 
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low secondary scrub vegetation, which turns to mixed 

pine3 and ha,dwooda at the south end of the gully. 
Giadually, this vegetation turns to hardwoods and 
wetland vegetation near the Cieek. The centr.J UTM 
coordinates are N4004280 E563040. 

Five artifacts were collecred horn a 30 foot by 
75 fool area in the gully during a pedestrian survey. 
These artifacts include four secondary quartz flakes and 
an interior quartz flake. Shovel tests were placed at 25-

fool inte""'1s on the east and west sides of the gully in 
an area that did not have an -

exposed gt0und surface (Figute 
20). These tests did not pIOduce 
any artifacts. 

Pacolet clay loam has a 
B horizon of yellowish-red 
(5YR5/6)sandy clay loam, which 
was exposed at the surface in the 

erosional gully. The shovel tests 
contained a few inches of the A 
horizon, a dad, yellowish-brnwn 
(10YR4/4) fine sandy loam, but 
generally less than the expected 
six inches. These soils suggest 
that the A horizon on the 
ridgetop h., etoded. 
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Sites 31FY1076 and 31FY1079 ate lithic 
scatlern located along ,lope faceo on dirt rnads in the 
eastern pornon of the trocl. 31FY1076 is situated on 
the southern slope, while 31FY1079 sits on the 
nOitheaslem slope. The elevation of the ridge is 850 
feet AMSL, while the two sites have elevations of 
approximately 840 feet AMSL. The aiea surrounding 
the dirt mads is fOiested with mixed pines and 
ha,dwoods, and thick blankets of poison ivy. On the 
east side of 31 FY1069, a dense pine foiest has grown 
up in an old field. The nearest water source iB a finger 
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T6.e data sets present at 
31FY1075 include only five 
non-diagnostic lithics. As noted 
above, the spaISe numbeI of 
non-diagnostic artifacts such as 

these does not permit a 
discussion of significant research 

questions. In addition 1 the 
location of the site and the 
eioded soils at the site suggest 
that the site will not produce 
data sets necessary to address 
significant research questions. 

For these reasons, we 

recommend 31FY1075 as not 
eligible for indWlion on the 
National Register. No furtheI 
management work is 

recomn1ended. 
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iguie 20. Map of site 31FY1075. 
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of Grassy Creek 500 feet to the west. Grassy Creek is 

located 1000 feet east of the sites. The central UTM 
coordinates for 31FY1076 are N4004210 E563340. 
Site 31FY1079's central UTM coordinates are 
N4004290 E563290. 

These sites were located during a pedestrian 
survey of the dirt roads. Eight artifacts were collected 

.from 31FY1076 in an area measuring 25 feet by 50 
feet. The arlifacts include a secondary quartz flake, 
four tertiary quartz flakes, and three quartz shatter. 
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Figure 21. Map of sites 31FY1076 and 31FY1079. 

Eleven secondary quartz flakes, six interior quartz flakes 
and a quartz shatter were collected from 31FY1079 in 
an area measuring 30 feet by 16 feet. Shovel tests were 

placed at 25-foot intervals on both sides of the road in 
an effort to determine the subsurface extent of the sites 
(Figure 21). None of these tests produced artifacts. 

Both sites are located on Hiwassee clay loam 
with six to ten percent slopes. These soils generally 
have a seven inch A horizon of dark reddish brown 
(5YR4.4) loam overlying a dark red (2.5YR3.6) clay B 
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horizon up to 32 inches below the ourface. At both 
sites, the B horizon was visible on the road surface. 
shovel tests at both sites also revealed a depleted A 
horizon ranging from two to five inches over the B 
horizon. The depleted soJs and the location of the sites 
in the roads suggests that the sites have eroded from 
their original locations. 

Both sites 31PY107b and 31FY1079 have 
non-diagnostic lithic data sets. Such non-diagnostic 
artifacts do not evoke significant research questions 

which the sites will have the potential to answer. In 
addition, the location of the aites in the wads and the 
lack of subsurface artifacts suggests that the sites will 
not produce more data sets with the potential to address 
significant research questions. For these reasons, we 

recommend sites 31PY1076 and 31FY1069 as not 
eligible for the National RegiJiter 
of Hmoric Places. No further 
management work is 
recommended. 

Site 31FY1077 iJ3 a 
small lithic scatter located at the 
bottom of a sleep slope 200 feet 
west of Grassy Creek in the 
southern tip of the project area. 

The site was located along a dirt 
road that runs near the 
powerlines. Vegetation on the 
slope included miwd pines and 
hardwoods and secondary scrub 
growth. The elevation at the 
bottom of the slope is 800 feet 
AMSL. The central UTM 
coordinates are N4003750 
E563b40. 
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tests were placed at 25-foot intervals in a crud.form 
pattern centering on the surface scatter (Figure 22). 
These shovel tests produced no artifacts. 

Site 31FY1077 is located on Hiwassee loam 
with ten to fifteen percent slopes. The dark red 
(2.5YR3.b) clay B horizon was visible on the surface of 
the road, whJe shovel tests soils indicate that the A 
horizon, a dark reddish brown (5YR4.4) loam, occur 
for only two lo four inches below the surface. 

The data sets present at the site include seven 

non-diagnostic lithics. It is difficult lo suggest 
significant research questions based on so few non­

diagnostic artifacts. In addition, the location of the 
superficial site in an eroded road suggests that the site 
will not produce data sets with the potential lo address 
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The site was located 
during a pedestrian survey of the 
dirt road and surround.ing area 

under the powerlines, which had 
surface visibility ranging from 50 
to 75°/o. Two secondary quarlz 

flakes, three tertiary quartz flakes, 
and two quartz shatters were 
collected from an area measuring 

25 feet by 50 feet. Five shovel 
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igure 22. Map of site 31FY1077. 
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significant research questions. For these reasoru 1 we 

reco=end 31FY1077 as not eligible for inclusion on 
the National Register and no further management work 
is recommended. 

Site 31FY1078 & 1078~ is a 
multicomponent site located on the southeast slope face 

of a ridge with an elNation of 850 feet AMSL in the 
eastern portion of the project area. The site was located 
during a pedestrian survey of a cleared area between 
three forested areas that slope to the southeast towards 
Grassy Creek, located 600 feet to the east. The central 
UTM coordinates are N4003750 E563440. 

Fourteen historic ancl htbic artifacts were 
collected from an area measuring 80 feet by 30 feet. 
These arlifacts include a whiteware fragment, a brown 
saltglaze stonewaYe fragment, a quartz bifuce, a primary 
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Figure 23. Map of site 31FY1078 & 1078". 
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quarlz flake, three secondary quartz fla1es, and seven 

tertiary quartz flakes. These collections prompted 
shovel testing in a cruciform pattern centered on the 
middle of the surface collection. A total of ten shovel 
tests were excavated and two were positive (Figure 23). 
Shovel lest N200 E200 produced a whiteware 
fragment, a brown glass fragment, and a quartz shatter. 
N200 El75 produced a brown saltglaze stoneware 
fragment. The surface collection and shovel tests 
indicate that the lithic component is mainly represented 
on the surface, while the historic component is 

represented on the both the surface and subsurface. 
The only dateable ceramics recovered from the site 
include a single whlleware fragment. Undecorated 
whlteware has a mean ceramic date of 1860 and a date 
range of 1813-1900, suggesting that the site was 
occupied in the late nineteenth to early twentieth 
century. 

---- --- ----- HiwaSsee clay 
loam with six to ten 
percent slopes generally 
has an A horizon of 
dark reddish brown 
(5YR4 .4) loam 
overlying a dark red 
(2.5YR3.b) day B 
horizon up to 32 inches 

below the surface. The 
B horizon was visible at 
the ground surface at 
the cleared areas of the 
site and shovel tests 
indicated that the A 
horizon soils have been 

depleted by up to five 
inches i.n some areas. 
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The data sets 
present al 31FY1078 
and 1078" include 
historic kitchen group 
am.facts and non­
d i a g nos !i c lithic 
artifacts. While there 
are a number of 

pertinent research 

questions that late 
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nineteenth and early twentieth centucy sites can 

address, such research questioru would require a much 
broader range of data then we have found at 
31FY1078 & 1078 ... For example, to explore site 
function, it is necessary for the site to yield inore 

artifacts, features, and. 

was once a slight ridge. The area is now relatively flat, 
except for the small hill that the site iB located on, and 
covered with sparse grass. Despite the grass, surface 

visibility ranged boom 50 to 75 %, and was greater io 
areas with large tire ruts. The elevation iB 850 feet 

material suitable for 
dating. It iB also 
necessary for the site to 

exhibit, at the very 
least, some degree of 

intra-site patterning, 
perhaps concentrations 

of nails or other 
construction hardware 

reflected io surface 
collections or shovel 
testing density. None 
of these data sets 
necessary are present. 

It seems very unlikely 
that the site has the 
ability to provide the 
data sets necessary in 
order to address these 
questions. Likewise, 
the lithic component of 
the site has too few 
subsurface remains to 
iodicate that it will 
produce data sets with 
the potential to address 
significant research 

questions. For these 

reasons, 31FY178 & 
1078'' is 
recommended as not 

eligible for the National 
Register and no further 
management work is 
recommended. 

Site 31FY1080 & 
1080"'• is a 
multicomponent 

surface scatter located 

at the edge of a cleared 
and leveled area that 
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AM.SL. The nearest source o{ water is Grassy Creek, 

700 feet east of the site. The central UTM coordinates 
are N4004400 E663390. 

The site wss located during a pedestrian survey 
of the area and a total of 18 artifacts were collected 
from an area measuring 25,000 ft2 (Figure 24). These 
artifacts include two whlteware fragments, a rhyolite 
biface fragment, a secondary rhyolite flake, a rhyolite 
interior flake, two quartz primary flakes, six quartz 
secondary flakes, and five quartz interior flakes. The 
majority of the surface scatter was located in an eroded 

gorge on the southwest side of a small hill. ThiE area 
had no vegetation and the B horizon soils were evident 
at the surface, so shovel tests were not dug in this area. 

Shovel test. were placed in a modified cruciform 
pattern across the top of the hill and at the southeast 
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bottom of the hill. None of these shovel tests produced 
artifacts. 

The site is located on Hiwassee clay loam with 
two to six pe:rcent slopes. In general, these soils have 

an A horizon in the upper seven inches of soil below the 

surface of reddish-brown (5YR3/4) loam, overlying a B 
horizon of dark red (2.5YR3/6) clay. A. mentioned 
above, the B horizon was visible on the surface of the 
eroded gorge. The shovel tests revealed that the A 
horizon has been depleted by five inches. This erosion 
is most likely due lo the clearing, and leveling of the 
area. 

The data sets present at the site include two 
historic artifacts and sixteen non-diagnostic litb.cs. 
Both site components contain too few artifacts to 

suggest significant research questions. 
The superficial nature of the site and the 
disturbed area in which the site was located 
indicates that the site will not produce data 
sets with the potential to address 
significant research questions. For these 

reasons, 31FY1080 &' 1080" is 
recommended as not eligible for the 
National Register. No further 
management work is 'recommended. 

Site 31FY1081 is small lithlc 
scatter also located in the area that has 
been cleared and leveled adjacent to a 
currently used borrow pit. The elevation 
in this area is 860 feet AMSL. The site 
had also been damaged by large machinery 
which left tire ruts, exposing the B 
horizon. The ground visibility was 75 to 

100%, with only sparse grasse!' covering 
the area. Grassy Creek is the neares~ water 

Eource, located 1100 feet to the east. The 
central UTM coordinates are N4004400 
E563290. 
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The site was located during a 
pedestrian survey of the area and a total of 
four artifacts were collected from an area 

measuring 75 feet by 200 feet (Figure 25). 
These artifacts include a primary quartz 
flake and three secondary quartz flakes. Figure 25. Map of site 31FY1081. 
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Seventeen shovel test were placed in the area of the 

surface scatter in an effort to determine the subsurface 

extent of the site. These tests produced no arlifacts. 

Site 31FY1081 is located on Hiwassee loam 
with two to si.x percent slopes. AB mentioned above, the 

B horizon was visible on the surface of most of the site, 

and in areas of sparse vegetation1 the A horizon 
extended to a depth of only two to three inches, 
indicating that the four to five inches of the A horizon 
have eroded. The leveling of the area has most likely 
caused this erosion and has also damaged the site. 

The data sets at 31FY1081 include only a 
small number of non-diagnostic lithics in a damaged 
and exposed area. This indicates that the site does not 
have sufficient data sets necessary to address significant 

research questioru: and will not produce data sets with 
this potential. For these reasons, we recommend the 
site as not eligible for the National Register and no 
further management work is recommended. 

Site 31FY1082 is a small lithic scatter 
located on the edge of a leveled area next to a borrow pit 
that is currently being used. The area is bare of any 
vegetation and the B horizon soils are visible at the 

ground surface. Grassy Creek is the nearest source of 
water, located 1200 feet to the east. The elevation of 
the area is 870 feet AMSL. The central UTM 
coordinates are N400450 E5D3270. 

The site was located durin€ a pede.trian survey 
of the area. A primary quartz flake and an interior 
rhyolite flake were collected from the surface of an area 
measuring 80 feet by 50 feet. Eight shovel tests were 
excavated in the area of the surface collection in an 

effort to determine the subsurface extent of the site 
(Figure 2b), but these shovel tests produced no 
arnfacts. 

Hiwassee clay loam with two to si"X percent 

slopes generally have an A horizon of seven inches. At 
this site, the A horizon has been completely eroded, 
leaving only B horizon soils. This indicates that the 
site has been subject to at least seven inches of erosion. 

Data sets present at 31FY1082 include two 
non-diagnostic surface lithics. These artifacts are too 

few to suggest significant research questions. The site 

also bas been damaged through leveling and erosion, 
making it very unlikely that the site will produce data 
sets necessary to address significant research questions. 
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igure 26. Map of site 31FY1082. 
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For these rea::ons, we re>;::ommend the site as not 

eligible for the National Register and no further 
management work iii recommended. 

Sile 31FY1083 io a small lilhic scatter 
localed on the vertical side of the borrow pit in the 
central portion of the project area. The bo1Tow pit is 

currently being used. The nearest water som:ce is 
Grassy Creek, located 800 feet to the east. The central 
UTM coordinates are N4004520 E563320. 

The site was located during a pedestrian survey 
of the area. The primary quarlz flake and secondary 
quarlz flake were collected from an area measuring bO 
feet by 30 feet (Figure 27). It was not possible to 
excavate shovel tests on this steep side of the pit, and 
no artifacts were found on the level ground adjacent to 
the pit. The soils in th;, area belong to the Hiwassee 
clay loam series with two to si"'l percent slopes. 

The data seb; at this disturbed site include only 
two non-diagnostic lithics. These artifacts are too few 

in number to suggest significant research questions and 

the location of the site, on the side of borrow pit, 
indicates that the site will not produce data sets with the 
potential to address significant research questions. For 

these reasons, we recommend the site as not eligible for 

the National Register and recommend no further work. 

Site 31FY1084" is a small historic scatter 
located on a steep slope face along a dirt road in the 
easlem portion of the tract. Both sides of the road 
were heavily forested with oaks, pines and thick blankets 
of poison iry, while the road itself was free of vegetation 
and ~ad 100% visibility . Grassy Creek, the nearest 
water i:iource, is located 700 feet to the east. The 
central UTM coordinates are N4004220 E563400. 

One brown saltglaze stoneware, a red 

earthenware with a brown lead glaze, and two whiteware 
fragments were recovered from an area measuring 35 
feei by 12 feet (Figwe 28). Shovel tests were not 
excavated due to the steep slope, but the area was 

pedestrian snrveyed in an effort to locate any structural 
remnants or other historic resources. None were 

. located. The site is located on Hiwassee clay loam with 

two to six percent 

slopes. The B horizon, 
a dark red (2.5YR3/6) 

LEVEL GROUND ...........______ --
:STEEP -----------------------r----

clay was visible on the 
surface of the road . 

SIDE BORROW PIT EDGE 
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,cigure 27. Map of si\e 31 FY1083. 
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reason, we recommend the site as not eligible for the 

National Register' and no further management work is 

recommended. 

Although there were no Historic Resources 

located on the tract, a "wagon road" was reported to 

have existed in the southern portion of the project area. 

Our archaeological investigations found no evidence of 

such a road~ In addition, the intensive historic r~earch 
of the area produC'ed no mention of the wagon road in 
Forsyth County. The Architectural Survey branch of 
the North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources 
had 110 record of a wagon road in Forryth County 
(Ap1-il Aleprin, personal communication). 

I , 
.... -- -... 

DIRT ROAD 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Hanes Mill Landfill E~l'ansion 260 acre 
tract in Forsyth County was surveyed in order to locate 

and record archa~ological sites and historic resources 

present on the tract. The surveys were conducted using 

shovel tests along transects spaced at 100-foot intervals 
in 100 or 200-foot increments. In addition, under 
conditions of e.~cellent ground visiliility, pedestrian 
surveys were also undertaken. Sites located during the 
survey were tested by shovel testing at 25 or SO-foot 
intervals. 

The survey tract is located in the Piedmont 
Plateau in the north-central portion of North Carolina. 
The topography of the Piedmont is characterized by 
gently sloping to moderately steep hills with fairly broad 
ridges, and dendritic drainage .. 

The survey tract included a variety of natural 
and man-made environrne~ts, including steep- forested 

slopes, foreeted ridgetops, low wetlands, pa.<lure, mixed 
pine/hardwood forests, and a borrow pit. The ea.tern 
portion of the tract is bordered by Grassy Creek, 'and 
two fingers of the creek run through the tract, creating 
the low wetlands. 

A. a result of the archaeological survey of the 
Hanes Mill Landfill Expansion tract, a total of 20 
archaeological sites were located and recorded. These 

sites include fifteen l.ithic scatters (31FY10b5, 
31FY1066, 31FY1067, 31FY1069, 31FY1070, 
31FY1071, 31FY1072, 31FY1074, 31FY1075, 
31FY1076, 31FY1077, 31FY1079, 31FY1081, 
31FY1082, and 31FY1083), tbree historic sites 
(31FY1068", 31FY1073", and 31FY1084 .. ), and 
two multi-component sites (31FY1078 & 1078", and 
31FY1080 & 1080"). All of these sites are 
recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the 

National Register of mstoric Places, pending 
concurrence by the North Carolina State Historic 
Preservation Office. No further work is recommended 

for these resources. 

Although we have been unable to discover any 
definitive historical information on the location of the 
"Grand Wagon Road," some individuals have suggested 
that remnants may be in the general vicinity of this 
project. Our field investigatioru; have not revealed 
anything which appears consistent with a historic road. 

Consequently, we can ma1e no recommendations 
concerning this resource. 

It is possible that archaeological remains, 
perhaps even some short segment of the posited "wagon 

road," may be encountered in other portions of the 

survey tract during construction activities. 
Construction crews should be advised to report any 
discoveries of concentrations of artifacts (such as 

bottles, ceramics, or projc'Ctile points) or brick rubble to 
the project engineer, who should in hrrn report the 
material to the North Carolina State Historic 
Preservation Office or to the dient1s archaeologist. No 

construction should take place in the vicinity of these 
late discoveries until they have been examined by an 
archaeologist. 
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